Introduction
In the absence of audio recordings, scholars interested in studying the characteristics of spoken language in the early Modern period are forced to rely on written speech-related sources.
2 These sources include, among others, drama and fiction dialogue, trial proceedings, and witness depositions. However, at the same time, it has been shown that, although purporting to represent spoken conversation, these texts probably reflect actual spoken language only partially and to different degrees (for the evaluation of the degree of "spokenness" of these text categories, see Culpeper and Kytö 2000 ; see also Kryk-Kastovsky 2000; Moore 2002 ). Drama and fiction dialogue, for example, represents constructed speech produced by an author who may have been more or less successful in mimicking contemporaneous spoken conversation. A fiction author or a dramatist may also be guided by literary goals such as to entertain or to convey a certain picture of an event or person. Trial records and witness depositions, on the other hand, constitute records of authentic dialogue or spoken language. However, they represent spoken language recorded in a formal setting, and the record frequently includes legal formulae and obvious scribal interventions (Culpeper and Kytö 2000, 195; Walker 2005, 14-15, 19) .
One of the sources that have received a great deal of attention in relation to spoken interaction of the past is the Salem witchcraft trial records from 1692, especially those records that have survived from the pre-trial hearings (or examinations). As early as 1928, Henry
Alexander pointed out that the Salem documents "have ... a very real interest to the student of early American speech, as they give us what is probably the best and most complete picture of the popular language as spoken in New England at this period" (1928, 390; cf. also Kytö 2004) .
In 1972, J. L. Dillard used the examination records of Tituba, a slave woman of the Salem minister Samuel Parris and accused witch, as a starting point for his discussion of the origins of African American English. He claimed that Tituba's language "shows through the transcription made by Justice Hathorne" (1972, 526 ; see also Rissanen 2003, 97-100) . More recent studies have focused on questioning strategies and larger court room tactics of denial and confession, as well as the general speech-like character of the examination records (see e.g. Archer 2002; Doty and Hiltunen 2002; Hiltunen 1996 and 2004; Rissanen 1997 and Rissanen and KahlasTarkka 2007) . Although all of these studies hedge their statements of how reliable the documents are as records of actual spoken interaction, no systematic attempt has been made to ascertain (as far as possible) their actual linguistic reliability. With the advances of historical sociolinguistics, this is becoming a more and more pressing issue. Applying sociolinguistic methods to historical records, scholars increasingly use material such as court records to correlate linguistic use and extralinguistic factors such as sex, age, and rank; that is, speakers are used as sociolinguistic informants (for English historical sociolinguistics, see Nevalainen and Raumolin-Brunberg 1996; . The Salem examination records, which contain female as well as male speakers, of different ages, and of different ranks, seem therefore to offer an excellent opportunity for sociolinguistic research into early English in North America. However, the question remains to what extent these records are reliable witnesses of the individual voices that they purport to represent.
The aim of this article is to explore the issue of linguistic reliability by studying Salem examination records that exist in more than one copy. The Salem examinations are exceptional, if not unique, in that several records have in a few cases survived from the same event. Some of these records seem to have an exemplar/copy relationship, whereas others may be independent copies of one and the same exemplar; still others appear to be independent records of the same examination event taken down by different recorders. I will compare these multiversion examinations and discuss their textual and linguistic differences. I will show that the recorders who prepared the examination records appear to have been especially concerned with recording the substance (as opposed to the literal context) of the original hearing: Since records of the same event report the spoken interaction in the courtroom differently, it seems that the original linguistic characteristics have only been preserved to a limited extent or that some records are more linguistically "accurate" than others. To a large extent, the language of the examinations appears to represent a recorder's reconstruction of the speech event from notes taken down at the examinations, thus blending the recorder's own language with that of the trial participants. 3 Before discussing three categories of multi-version examinations, I will provide some background on the Salem documents, the recorders of the documents, and the circumstances in which the examinations were recorded. and were taken down by a recorder appointed by the presiding magistrates. Depositions for or against an alleged witch, on the other hand, were filed with the court by witnesses. These records were predominantly taken down outside court, and were sometimes written by the witnesses themselves and at other times by someone else on their behalf (Grund et al. forthcoming) .
There are about 100 extant examinations, including records of confessions. Some of the records are written as dialogues in direct speech between the accused and the interrogator, although they usually also include short passages reported in indirect speech or metatextual comments provided by the recorder. These records appear to reflect the original speech event fairly closely since they include many speech-related features such as discourse markers, interjections, imperatives, and interrogatives. Other examinations are exclusively, or almost exclusively, recorded as indirect speech, where the alleged witch's answers have been preserved, but the interrogator's questions have been excluded. These records are characterized by third person pronoun forms, past tense verbs, and a complex sentence structure (Grund, Kytö, and Rissanen 2004, 150-53; . Thus, they appear to be further from the original speech event since they do not contain many of the speech-related features found in the examinations that are recorded as dialogues.
My material consists of three groups of examination records. I give an overview of the material in Table 1 . The first group covers five examinations found in two copies each. Essex Institute Archive 24 includes five examination records, which were probably copied from the other five documents listed in Group 1. Group 2 contains four documents that were all written by Samuel Parris.
Boston Public Library 2 and 3 (MS Am 46) contain the same examination, and Essex County Court Archives 1: 174 and 1: 175 are versions of the same examination. In this case, the two versions of the same examination may be the result of independent copying from an earlier version or from earlier (shorthand) notes. Finally, in Group 3, I have included a number of examination records that were most likely prepared by different recorders at the same event.
Essex County Court Archives 1: 9 and 1: 11 contain the examination of Sarah Good and Sarah
Osborne. A record of the slave woman Tituba's examination is also found in these two documents and in addition in a New York Public Library manuscript. 6 Finally, Bridget Bishop's examination is recorded in both Essex County Court Archives 1: 125 and 1: 137. I will discuss these three groups separately but I will return to some overall patterns and conclusions.
Recorders and Recording
A very important aspect of the examination records is the identity of the recorders who prepared them (for a discussion of the scribal context in Salem, see Hiltunen and Peikola 2007; . Although these were (semi-)judicial hearings, the records were not taken down and post-edited by trained court clerks. Rather, a number of prominent people of Salem Village Recording all that took place in the courtroom, including the dialogue between the interrogator and accused, obviously entailed difficulties for these recorders. Writing rapidly with an implement that needed re-sharpening and constant re-application of ink required a great deal of skill (see Thornton 1996, 15 Sometimes, sum is used instead of substance to signal the same meaning (see the quote from Essex County Court Archives 1: 72 above). This is an indication that the recorders paid special attention to the content of what was said but not necessarily equal attention to the precise words or linguistic forms that the courtroom participants used (cf. Kytö and Walker 2003, 224) . As I will show, there is plenty of support for such a claim in the examination records. This gives a slightly different picture of the importance of verbatim testimony than emphasized by Kamensky (1997) . On the basis of a Massachusetts Bay colony law enacted in 1650, she argues that courts aimed to produce as correct a record of testimonies as possible, and concludes that "only when ear-witnesses' exact words were accurately restated, closely examined, and carefully weighed could the true aim of Puritan jurisprudence be accomplished" (1997, 13) . If this law pertained to examination records and not only to depositions, which seem to be its primary concern, the recorders either did not pay slavish attention to it, or perhaps they considered their recording of the substance to be sufficient to fulfil the requirement of the law. If the latter is the true, Kamensky's stress on "exact words" may be an exaggeration.
Another important issue concerns how the recorders took down their records during the examinations, and how they prepared the documents that we now have. It is probably a safe In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, "characters" signified notes in shorthand (OED s.v. character 3b.). The practice of shorthand was very popular in early Modern England, and there was a great demand for manuals outlining different systems. This is shown by the fact that some manuals came out in as many as fifty-five editions (Davidson 1998, 309 ; see also Davidson 1996, 422-23) . The different shorthand systems were very diverse, and it is unclear exactly how successful they were. The earliest printed English-based shorthand, Timothy Bright's Characterie (1588), appears to have been very labor-intensive and complicated (Doran 1935, 153-55) . Inventors of subsequent systems, however, such as John Willis in The Arte of Stenographie (1602) and Thomas Shelton in his Tachygraphy (c. 1626), proposed more refined and apparently more successful recording schemes (Davidson 1996, 422-23) . However, although the manuals themselves promised great speed and accuracy, the results seem to have been mixed.
Early Modern preachers often complained that their sermons had been distorted in printed editions that were based on shorthand transcripts (Adams 1933, 139) . It is uncertain how Peter Grund. 2007 . "From Tongue to Text: The Transmission of the Salem Witchcraft Examination Records." American Speech 82(2): 119-150. (the accepted manuscript version, post-peer review) 8 proficient Parris and Willard (and perhaps others) were at using shorthand, or what system or systems they employed, although they would probably have had access to most of the shorthand manuals that circulated in England (cf. Hoffer 1992, 7; Thornton 1996, 9, 12 there was a Massachusetts Bay Colony decree that people who were testifying in a case needed to present their deposition in writing to the court. This deposition was to be filed with "the recorder," who would retain it for safe-keeping. However, for a special fee ("six pence for euery page") "the recorder" could prepare a copy (Shurtleff 1854, 211-12) . There are many uncertainties about how applicable this case is to the examination records, since the decree deals specifically with witness depositions. Furthermore, the formulation does not clarify who could ask for a copy to be made of the deposition. Nevertheless, it may suggest that copies could be commissioned by interested parties.
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As remarked above, the differences between the two copies of the same examination in Group 1 are rarely striking. I provide an overview of the differences in Table 2 , and discuss some of the major categories in detail below. the other documents studied here, it is evident that the copyist both added and omitted items, and similar items may sometimes be omitted and at other times added.
Tense differences appear eight times in the documents. These differences often occur in the formulation that introduces what the witness has said (as in example 4).
4. she further sayth that she hes seen no appearance since but a ffly which did speake to her [Judicial Archives, Massachusetts Archives, Suffolk Files, v. 32: p. 10 Since the first instance of a tense difference ("Sayth" vs. "Said") is part of the recorder's formulaic metatext (introducing what was said), and hence does not belong to the speech event per se, it is perhaps of less interest for a study of the accuracy of the recording of the examinations. In the second instance ("hes" i.e. has vs. "had"), on the other hand, the use of "hes" could perhaps be assumed to be a more faithful rendering of what was said. Mary Barker is more likely to have said "I have seen…" than "I had seen…." Nevertheless, even the first instance is significant in that it shows to what extent the copyist paid attention to language detail when copying his exemplar. Again, if we assume that Essex Institute Archive 24 contains copies, no clear tendencies can be seen in the recorder's handling of tense: he sometimes uses past tense forms when the other documents have present tense forms; at other times, he uses the present tense when the past tense is found in the other version of the same examination.
Lexical differences (i.e. different choices of single words) appear six times. The two alternative words chosen seem often to be equally possible in the context, though the meaning of the statement may be slightly different (as in 5).
5. she promised herself twenty tymes by the way (but fea~s [= fears] it was to the devil) That if she should dye upon the Gallowse yet she would not say any thing but that she was The remaining categories of variation are fairly small. Differences in number (singular or plural nouns) appear five times; variation in verbal inflection (e.g. different past tense forms) is found five times; and word order and determiner differences appear two and three times respectively. For examples of these categories, see 6-9.
6. Being asked what moved her to afflict any persone she said the devil made her doe it.
[ Again, no clear patterns emerge from these differences in terms of consistent changes in either of the two versions of each examination. If the recorder of the examinations in Essex Institute
Archive 24 based his texts on the other documents (as I have suggested earlier), he does not seem to have changed the formulations in any consistent way while copying his exemplar.
Finally, the Other category includes a number of differences that occur once or twice. These differences cover, for example, the genitive with and without an 's' ("devils book"
and "Diuel book"), and the do-construction vs. the simple past tense. One difference is of special interest, however. Example 10 shows how the two versions convey a slightly different message about Mary Toothaker's experience with the devil. Irrespective of the origin of the difference, it is notable that, in this passage, the two versions differ both in linguistic form and in semantic content.
The existence of variation between the different versions outlined above has important implications. Admittedly, most examination documents contain a signature at the end and a comment stating that a certain recorder has taken down the examination; there are also sometimes comments from justices of the peace, accompanied by their signatures. These records would seem not to be secondary copies, although they were probably produced from courtroom notes. However, there are records that do not contain such stamps of originality or authenticity. It is thus unclear how far removed such a document is from the original speech event: It may be a record prepared from notes taken down in court, but, more importantly, it may be a secondary copy. If it is a secondary copy, it is fairly safe to say that changes have been made on a variety of levels in the course of copying, as indicated by the documents discussed above. Court documents of this kind thus share conspicuous characteristics with many other manually copied texts from the early Modern period (or even earlier periods): They were subjected to the same kind of textual "corruption" (whether conceived of as copying errors or as scribal emendations) that is observable in most early Modern texts (or indeed Old or Middle English texts) that exist in two or more manually copied versions. The recorder or copyist of the document has a crucial role in this context, and it must be acknowledged that the language reported in the record has been filtered through several stages of recording and copying, perhaps carried out by several recorders. The black man stood between us. They cannot come near any that are accused. Why do you say they could not come near any that were accused: You know Nehemiah Abbot they could talk with him.
Susan: Sheldon tryed to come to him, but fell down immediately.
What is the reason she cannot come near you?
They cannot come near any that are accused. Why do you say so, they could come near Nehemiah Abbot, the children could talk with him As may be seen, differences appear on all levels. Most notably, in this extract, passages have been left out in one version or added in the other. One question in Boston Public Library (BPL) 3 is addressed to John Willard ("What is the reason she cannot come near you?"), whereas in BPL 2, it is addressed to a witness, Susanna Sheldon, who also provides an answer that is not found in BPL 3. 13 The differences between these two documents as a whole suggest either that BPL 3 is an abbreviated version copied from BPL 2, or, perhaps more likely, that they both stem from one or more earlier versions or perhaps Parris's (shorthand) notes. The relationship between Essex County Court Archives (Ecca) 1: 174 and 1: 175 is similar -Ecca 1: 175 may be a copy of Ecca 1: 174, or, more likely, they may be independent copies of the same exemplar(s) or notes. The reason why Parris prepared two copies of these documents is unclear. One may represent a more polished version than the other, or perhaps he was asked to produce two versions for safekeeping. However, if the latter is true, we would perhaps have expected the two copies to be more similar.
Determining the exact relationship between the two records of the same examination and their origin is not of prime concern in this context. What is crucial, however, is that the two versions differ substantially both in content and linguistic form, and would hence yield different results if used as sources for linguistic studies. Since the differences between the versions are many and of various kinds, I will concentrate on a few central features listed in Table 3 . I will focus here on differences found in the portions of the examinations recorded as direct speech.
Admittedly, interesting differences also occur in passages cast as indirect speech and in the metatextual narrative provided by the recorder (such as "Susan: Sheldon tryed to come near him but fell down immediately;" in example 11). However, these passages are fairly short and do not provide information that is substantially different from that presented in the discussion of direct speech passages. These markers give the impression that the dialogue presented in the documents is indeed a record of speech. However, the different versions of the same examination use these markers to different extents. BPL 3 uses well once when it is not found in BPL 2, whereas BPL 2 uses well once and oh once when they are not found in BPL 3. Similarly, Ecca 1: 174 uses why and well when they are absent from Ecca 1: 175. On the other hand, well is found in Ecca 1: 175 once, while it is absent from Ecca 1: 174. Several interpretations can be offered for these discrepancies:
It is possible that neither of the two versions provides an accurate picture of the usage of the discourse particles; rather, the two combined may represent the full record of the usage in the courtroom. Alternatively, one may be more accurate than the other, which suggests that the recorder inserted and/or removed some of the markers when preparing one of the copies. Another possibility still is that the usage in both reflects the recorder's sprinkling of these features into the record to make it more speech-like. Perhaps the last alternative is the most feasible: If the recorder was concentrating on recording the "substance" of the hearing, he would probably have been less inclined to pay attention to discourse particles.
There are surprisingly substantial differences in terms of passages that have been added or omitted in one or the other version. Particularly in BPL 2, there are several questions and answers that are not found in BPL 3. Consider, for instance, the extract in example 13.
13.
Boston Public Library 2 Boston Public Library 3 What do you think of this? How comes this to pass? It is not from me, I know nothing of it You have taxt your self wonderfully, it may be you do not think of it. How so? You cryed up your tender affections and here round about they testify your cruelty to man How do you think of this, how comes it to pass? It is not from me, I know nothing of it. differences appear an additional three times in BPL 2 and 3, BPL 2 always being the more extensive. Although it is uncertain, it is perhaps easier to suggest that the passages were omitted in BPL 3 rather than added in BPL 2 (although it cannot be ruled out that Parris consulted other transcripts perhaps prepared by other recorders in order to produce BPL 2). But whichever is closer to the truth, the fact remains that if only BPL 3 had survived, our conclusions about the language would have been based on that document, although it seems to be an imperfect record as far as recording the original speech event.
Omitted/added passages are not as common or as striking in Ecca 1: 174 and 1: 175.
The differences mainly consist of short phrases found in one but not the other, as in example 14.
14.
Essex County Court Archives 1: 174
Essex County Court Archives 1: 175 Nothing Why it is you, or your appearance. I cannot help it. That may be your Master I have done nothing. Why it is you, or your appearance. I cannot help it. That may be your Master that hurt them
The presence of the two phrases in Ecca 1: 175 can be interpreted as added clarifications.
Alternatively, their absence in Ecca 1: 174 may signal that they were omitted in this document since they are not strictly necessary. Again, the different versions provide alternative pictures of the courtroom interaction between the interrogator and the alleged witch, Susanna Martin.
Significantly, the "substance" of the conversation is retained but the actual linguistic features of the conversation vary.
In terms of verbal constructions and the way questions are formulated, many kinds of differences appear between the versions. BPL 2 and 3 differ in their choice of modal auxiliaries, or modal auxiliaries and imperatives (will vs In another passage (example 16), Ecca 1: 174 prefers a construction with verb + object whereas Ecca 1: 175 uses a simple verb. In this instance, although 1: 175 seems to give more information, the same information may be inferred from the context in 1: 174. The final category discussed here involves different types of adverbs. Connectives such as thus (BPL 3), therefore (BPL 2), and besides (Ecca 1: 175) are found in one version but not the other. In one instance, BPL 2 and 3 have selected two near-synonymous words (example 17). Again, the meaning is only slightly different, if at all, in the two versions, but the linguistic choice is different.
16.

Essex County
17.
Boston Public Library 2
Boston Public Library 3 Do you think these are Bewitcht? Yes, I verily beleive it. Do you think these are bewitcht. Yes, I really beleive it.
To the above examples could have been added many other instances, though from mostly less common categories, including variation in determiners, verb tense, alternative formulations or lexical choices. What is evident and striking from all of these differences is that they combine to give two records of the same event that are conspicuously different, primarily in formulation but also sometimes in content. It is of course difficult, if not impossible, to determine which of these recordings is closer to the original speech-event and hence a more accurate representation of the courtroom proceedings. However, the fact that differences exist presents great challenges for linguists wanting to use the examination records as sources of the spoken language of the past and the courtroom dialogue. I will return to some of the implications of these findings later on.
Group 3: The Examinations of Sarah Good, Sarah Osborne, Tituba, and Bridget Bishop As we have seen, the different versions of one and the same examination in Group 1 are fairly close in content and formulation, while the documents of Group 2 differ more substantially from each other. The examination records in Group 3 represent yet another step: These versions exhibit radical differences in the representation of the same speech event. The most likely explanation for the variation is that the records were produced independently by two or more recorders who were following the court proceedings at the same time. The differences between the records may be due to several reasons. The recorders may not have been equally proficient at recording the events, or they may have approached their task with different goals. The final records may of course also represent several stages of copying.
I will discuss three cases of what appear to be independent records: first, the examination records of Sarah Good and Sarah Osborne, which were produced by Joseph Putnam and Ezekiel Cheever; second, the examination records of the minister Samuel Parris's slave woman, Tituba, which exists in three versions written by Joseph Putnam, Ezekiel Cheever, and Jonathan Corwin; and third, the examination records of Bridget Bishop, which were prepared by Samuel Parris and Ezekiel Cheever. Since the differences are so substantial, I will discuss selected extracts.
Essex County Court Archives (Ecca) 1: 9 and 1: 11 contain records of the examinations of both Sarah Good and Sarah Osborne (as well as of Tituba, which I will return to below). The two documents are very different from each other in terms of presentation technique. There are several striking differences between the two records. Ecca 1: 11 is more extensive (see Passages 2, 3, 4 and 7). This is perhaps not too surprising since the general strategy of Ecca 1: 9 seems to be only to present the essence of the dialogue, and it mostly provides only the answers and not the questions (see, however, Passage 6). Some passages are only found in one and not the other, and surprisingly, these passages are not exclusively found in Ecca 1: 11, which generally contains a longer record: Passage 6, found in Ecca 1: 9, has no equivalent in Ecca 1: 11.
The linguistic features of the two also differ considerably. To some extent, this may be expected since Ecca 1: 9 is primarily recorded in indirect speech, while Ecca 1: 11 is mostly cast in direct speech. There is one notable similarity between the two, however. In Passage 1, both records report very similar wordings for Osborne's statement that it is more likely that she has been bewitched than that she is a witch. A similar phenomenon occurs in Good's examination where Good's husband is reported to have said "thatt shee [i.e Good] saith that shee is an enemy to all good" in Ecca 1: 9, and "that shee is an enimy to all good" in Ecca 1: 11. Since the two recorders, presumably independently, report statements very similarly in the case of Osborne's examination and in exactly the same way in the case of Good's examination, these statements probably come close to what was actually said in the courtroom. However, we can of course never completely discard the possibility that the recorders borrowed material from each other or other sources, although the differences would seem to disprove such contamination.
As for the other passages, it seems clear that neither version presents an accurate record of what took place in the courtroom. Of course, we can never know whether a recorder added something that was not part of the original court proceeding. The recorder may also have misheard something, inadvertently adding something that was never said or done. However, it seems more likely that the recorders took down as much as they could or as much as they felt was important. As mentioned earlier, many recorders point out that the record is true as far as the substance of the examination is concerned. This may mean that parts have been left out that were considered of less importance by a particular recorder. The upshot of this, which will become more evident in my discussion of the record of Tituba's examination, is that the records are sometimes incomplete, but they often retain the general substance of what happened in the courtroom (as far as we can tell). As for the linguistic features, the evidence is inconclusive. Ecca 1: 9 obviously abbreviates and reformulates, but to what extent Ecca 1: 11 is true to the original dialogue between the interrogator and the accused is unclear.
In the case of Tituba's examination, we are very fortunate to have three variant
versions. In addition to Ecca 1: 9 and 1: 11, the examination is also preserved in New York Public Library (NYPL). The NYPL version, which was written by the justice of the peace dialogue between Tituba and John Hathorne. The conversational turns in NYPL are indicated by "Q" for Question and "A" for Answer. The three versions are often widely different in formulation. I have given an extract from the three versions below. Since Tituba's examination is fairly extensive, I will not discuss more than a few examples. However, the extract given below (example 19) is representative of the records in general.
19.
Passage Ecca 1: 9 Ecca 1: 11 NYPL 1 and shee oned that shee did itt att furst butt butt she was sorry for itt ther is 4 women and one man they hurt the s children and then lay all upon hure and they tell me if I will not hurt the children they will hurt me (H) but did you not hurt them (T) yes but I will hurt them no more (H) are you not sorry that you did hurt them. (T) yes.
ther was . In Passage 1, Ecca 1: 9 seems only to give an abbreviated answer, which provides the gist of what Tituba appeared to have said in court. The other two documents present a dialogue between Hathorne and Tituba, but the two versions of the verbal exchange are conspicuously different. For example, in Ecca 1: 11, it is Hathorne that solicits Tituba's admission of regret:
"(H) are you not sorry that you did hurt them. (T) yes." In NYPL, on the other hand, Tituba volunteers her regrets that she has hurt the children and offers further comment: "I sayd, I would doe soe noe more, but tould I would ffeare God." This last formulation is not found at all in Ecca 1: 11 (or 1: 9).
Ecca 1: 9 has no equivalent to the question and answer found in Passage 2 in Ecca 1: 11 and NYPL. The two latter documents, in turn, differ substantially both in content and formulation. In Ecca 1: 11, Tituba claims that she continued hurting the children because otherwise the other alleged witches and the man would hurt her even more severely than she was hurting the children. In NYPL, on the other hand, Tituba's answer is less convincing: She claims that the witches asserted that she had hurt the children before and "therefore I must goe on." She also adds as a clarifying remark that the people asserting this were the same five people mentioned earlier (Passage 1 and earlier in the examination).
In Passage 3, Ecca 1: 9 again seems to heavily abbreviate the discussion. It records that a man came to Tituba and told her that she must hurt the children. Ecca 1: 11 contains some additional information. It records that the man told Tituba to serve him. This triggers a follow-up question from Hathorne: "what service," which receives the answer (also recorded in Ecca 1: 9): "hurt the children." However, Ecca 1: 11 then goes on to say that the man appeared to her the night before and said that she must go one step further and kill the children and hurt them even more. If not, he would visit more pains on her. NYPL, on the other hand, adds yet more information and some alternative details to this picture. NYPL does not mention initially that the man appeared to Tituba the previous night and instructed her to kill the children. Instead, NYPL backtracks and states that the man appeared to Tituba when the children were first being assaulted by witchcraft. He asserted then that he would kill the children and that "she [i.e. Tituba] would never be well." It was also at this time that the man told her that he would hurt her if she did not comply, according to NYPL. Only at the end of this section is it made clear that this is the same man that appeared to her the previous night. The versions thus differ markedly in depicting the sequence of events. What is more, even when the content is similar, the linguistic form can vary considerably. For example, the initial question by Hathorne and Tituba's subsequent answer are phrased very differently in Ecca 1: 11 and NYPL, although the sense is similar: "H) What have you seen an man come to me" (Ecca 1: 11), and "Q. att first begining w th y m w t was itt like y t Got you to doe itt A. one like a man" (NYPL). It is of course unclear which of the two formulations Hathorne actually used in the courtroom, if indeed he used either of them.
In the fourth and final passage discussed here, the three versions agree on a number of issues: 1) a hog and a dog appeared to Tituba; 2) this happened four times; 3) they/it said that she should serve them/it; 4) Tituba refuses; 5) it (the black dog) threatens to hurt her if she does not comply. Similarities in formulation also exist between the versions, especially Ecca 1: 11 and NYPL. For example, in response to the first question, Ecca 1: 11 records the response:
"sometimes it is like a hog and sometimes like a great dog." NYPL contains a similar answer:
"sometimes like a hogge sometimes like a great blacke dogge." Although there is general agreement among the versions, there is also disagreement in particulars and in linguistic detail (I will concentrate on Ecca 1: 11 and NYPL). In NYPL, the initial question is formulated much more precisely than in Ecca 1: 11, probably in recognition or response to the earlier discussion of the man. Furthermore, in NYPL, it is confusingly "they" (i.e. the hog and the dog) that command "what did you say to it" (Ecca 1: 11), and "w t did you say to him then after that" (NYPL). At the end of this passage, after Tituba has refused to serve the dog, the two versions present different stories: NYPL simply states that the dog concludes that it will hurt her since she has refused to do his bidding. Ecca 1: 11, by contrast, provides a more elaborate description declaring that the dog looked like a man and threatened to hurt her. As we have seen above, the records of one and same event can vary widely both in content and linguistic form. At least some of these differences obviously stem from the fact that the records were prepared by different recorders. These recorders may have had different approaches to what was important and what was not, thus recording the proceedings selectively.
In deciding the relative importance of one detail or another, bias may have been a factor. Many of the recorders were community members who feared that a covenant of witches had infiltrated their midst. Furthermore, political, religious, and social factions were plentiful at the time in Salem (Boyer and Nissenbaum 1997 [1974] , 181-86). The minister Samuel Parris, for example, who is one of the most frequent examination recorders, was a staunch believer in the legitimacy of the trials, and he was in the middle of some of Salem's social and religious tugs-of-war.
However, perhaps the most important factors influencing the state of the records are the strategy of recording employed by the recorders, their proficiency at recording, and the way in which the final record was prepared. The recorders may have used different forms of recording (e.g. shorthand vs. note-taking), which would have imposed different kinds of limitations on what they had time to record. It is also unclear how skilful the recorders were as none of them were professional court clerks. On the basis of the notes, the recorder probably tried to reconstruct the dialogue and events in the courtroom. Differences in what the recorders actually took down in their notes and in how the recorders reconstructed the event would account for some of the differences in content and language between the copies. Another more complex possibility may be that some of the records represent one recorder's amalgamation of several sets of notes taken down by several recorders. However, this seems unlikely since some recorders mention explicitly that the record is based on their notes or "characters" taken down during the proceedings. It is of course also possible that one of the records is more accurate than the other. If this is so, it demonstrates that one recorder rephrased and recorded the courtroom exchange selectively.
These findings have obvious implications for examination records that only exist in one copy. In these cases, we do not have the opportunity to compare with other versions and we cannot be sure of the state of the text, in terms of content or in terms of linguistic features. However, the examinations discussed in this section indicate that these single-version records are the product of one particular recorder's comprehension of the events and his reconstruction of the same on the basis of notes taken down at the time.
Summary and Conclusions
I have shown in this article that investigating different versions of one and the same examination record can provide valuable evidence for evaluating the reliability of these records as accurate representations of the examination event. The documents included in Group 1 suggest that documents could be carefully copied. At the same time, it is evident that changes were introduced (consciously or unconsciously) in the records even in these seemingly careful copies. There thus appear to be examination records that have been filtered through one or more copyists, which removes the records further from the original speech event.
Even more significant are the documents included in Groups 2 and 3. These documents depict the same courtroom proceedings but, at the same time, they exhibit substantial differences in language and also sometimes in content. These documents thus highlight a clear problem:
which of the extant versions comes closest to the actual speech event? Or do both present equally problematic (and faulty) representations of the courtroom proceedings? No unequivocal answer to this question can be provided based on the evidence at hand. However, what is clear is that the recorders or copyists of the documents play a key role. In their recording, the writers were obviously constrained by difficulties in catching on paper the conversation-rate crossexamination. To cope with these problems, they appear to have taken down the proceedings in note form or in shorthand, and on the basis of these (shorthand) notes, which may have been more or less exhaustive, they reconstructed the event. In this reconstruction, the recorders appear to have been concerned primarily with the substance of the proceedings, that is, what they considered to be the important parts or gist of the examination. The actual language used by the courtroom participants was probably not of primary importance, as is shown by the widely different linguistic forms of some examination records. At the same time, the documents do seem to approximate spoken language (as far as we can tell on the basis of comparisons with modern spoken language). However, it is essential to recognize that this language is not necessarily the spoken language of the interrogator, the accused, and possible additional witnesses, but rather what constituted spoken language in the eyes of the recorder. Consequently, the documents 2 Naturally, there are also descriptions and off-hand remarks about spoken language, especially pronunciation, in other kinds of contemporaneous sources, such as grammars and the works of the orthoepists (Lass 1999, 58-67) . Phonetic spellings in informal writing like letters are also important sources for pronunciation in the past (Wyld 1936; . However, I will not deal with pronunciation in this article. 3 To a certain degree, my approach is similar to the one adopted by Maynor (1988) . She cast doubt on the linguistic reliability of the WPA ex-slave narratives from the 1930s by showing that two versions of the same narrative in some instances exhibit different linguistic features. She attributed these differences to transcription and postediting policies that sometimes dictated "linguistic tampering" to clean up the documents (1988, . Although I will be concerned with a very different set of factors influencing linguistic variation in variant text versions, our investigations come to similar conclusions: Variation in the records seriously calls into question their usefulness for certain kinds of linguistic research. 4 For descriptions of the course of the trials, see e.g. Rosenthal (1993) , Hoffer (1997) , and Norton (2002) . 5 Dictionary Catalog (1967, 500) . 6 A record of Good's, and especially Tituba's examinations is also found in Essex County Court Archives 1: 13, written by the attorney general, Thomas Newton. This document also contains accounts of subsequent examinations of other alleged witches. The document appears to present a summary version of the examinations and may have been prepared on the basis of one of the other versions discussed here. Mainly because of the summary nature of the document, I have excluded it from discussion. Essex County Court Archives 1: 14 also contains a seemingly abbreviated record of Good's, Osborne's, and Tituba's examinations. Written in the hand of the magistrate John Hathorne, who acted as the interrogator during the examinations, the record refers to a longer recording of the examinations. Again, because of the summary nature of the document, I have excluded it from consideration in this article. 7 I have transcribed the examples from digitalized images of the original documents available at http://jefferson.village.virginia.edu/salem/home.html. In the transcription of my examples, I have followed the principles used by Rosenthal et al. (forthcoming) : Superscript letters have been retained as superscript. The capitalization and punctuation of the documents have been kept. Curly brackets, '{}', signal that the feature occurs above or below the line or in the margin. Carets ('^') marking where an addition is to be inserted have been kept. Angled brackets, '<>', mark that the feature is unclear or that the transcription is uncertain to some extent. Square brackets enclose my editorial comments. ' […] ' means that a passage has been left out. ' [L] ' shows that the document is damaged and the reading cannot be recovered. Canceled material has been retained and struck through in the transcription. A superscript wavy macron, '~', signals that a mark representing 'r' preceded or followed by any vowel is found in the document. Sometimes this mark is also used to represent other letter combinations. Double underlining represents my emphasis. After the example, I have added a reference to the collection where the document appears and its call number. In Essex County Court Archives 2: 101, '2' refers to volume 2, and '101' to the number of the document. The material in the Essex County Court Archives and Essex Institute Archive is from the Records of the Court of Oyer and Terminer, 1692, property of the Supreme Judicial Court, Division of Archives and Records Preservation, on deposit at the Philips Library, Peabody Essex Museum, Salem, MA. The New York Public Library material is from Miscellaneous Collections: Places (Massachusetts. Essex Co. Salem), Manuscripts and Archives Division, The New York Public Library, Astor, Lenox, and Tilden Foundations. 8 The document that Joseph Putnam probably wrote is Essex County Court Archives 1: 9 (which I will return to later). This document does not contain Joseph Putnam's signature, but it does contain a contemporaneous note that ascribes the document to Putnam. This note was probably written by the justice of the peace John Hathorne. Furthermore, Joseph Putnam's signature appears in another Salem document, Massachusetts Historical Society 30 (Petition for Rebecca Nurse). The handwriting appears to be the same as 1: 9. I will therefore refer to the recorder of this document as Joseph Putnam. I am grateful to Matti Peikola for drawing my attention to the Massachusetts Historical Society document. 9 Although no shorthand versions of the examinations have survived, there are two samples of unidentified systems of shorthand in the Salem documents: SC1, series 45X, Massachusetts Archives Collections, v. 135: p. 47, and Massachusetts Historical Society 52 (Misc. Mss, Examination of George Burroughs). The latter sample has been suggested to be by Parris. For a discussion, see Grund et al. (forthcoming) . 10 I am disregarding here differences in spelling, punctuation, use of abbreviations, and similar features that are often changed in the transmission of documents. 11 A Massachusetts Bay Colony decree of 1652 indicates that it was possible for any person to consult records that had been filed with a public officer, at least at some levels of the court system (Shurtleff 1854, 263) . Furthermore, in Essex County Court Archives 1: 69, an indictment against Rebecca Nurse, the court clerk Stephen Sewall states in a memorandum on the back of the document that he has supplied the Nurse family with documents. 12 Note that the colons after "Susan" in Example 11 is not an indication that what follows is a direct speech recording. Rather, it is an abbreviation mark, since her name is Susanna Sheldon. The recording here represents the recorder's description of what happens in the courtroom. 13 Witnesses are sometimes called upon during the examinations to provide additional testimony or to approach an alleged witch.
